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1.   Introduction 
The process through which an organization is affected within knowledge and technology transfer 
processes by the experience of another one, requests special attention as widely adviced into the leading 
managerial literature (Argote and Ingram 2000; Malik, 2004; Meissner and Carayannis, 2017).  
Due to the competitive dynamics, knowledge had been widely recognized as a fundamental asset for 
organizations (Teece, 2007; Secundo, Magnier-Watanabe, Heisig, 2015). Actually, knowledge transfer has 
become one of the most critical knowledge management processes inside contemporary worldwide 
enterprises (Kuhn and Abecker 1997; Bollinger and Smith, 2001; Albino et. al. 2007; Krylova, Vera, 
Crossan, 2016).  
Companies are increasingly showing interest in Research & Development (R&D) outsourcing and 
external cooperation. Nevertheless, some barriers yet occur, especially when considering the small 
businesses. Indeed, R & D activities generally have high degree of uncertainty. Main reasons are the 
information asymmetry between the partners and the high costs of knowledge transfer. This can partly 
be explained by the existence of risk-averse and short-term financial markets as widely highlited 
(Veugelers and Cassiman 2005, Del Giudice et al., 2016). 
For these reasons, recently empirical research has recognized the crucial role of the on line digital 
platforms for knowledge transfer purposes and R&D outsourcing processes (Brown and Harris, 2010; 
Aloini, Farina, Lazzarotti, Pellegrini, 2017; Randhawa, Josserand, Schweitzer, Logue, 2017).  
In this regard, four categories of digital platforms had been mainly identified: Club of experts, 
Crowdsourcing, Coalitions, Communities of related spirits (Plant, 2004; Fronteer Strategy, 2009; Roser 
et al., 2014). The basic rules and requirements for participation, the type of governance and the rules of 
engagement define the platform category. 
Due to the growing practicioners’ interest in R&D activities outsourcing, crowdsourcing merits special 
attention.  
Crowdsourcing is based on the principle that for every challenge, there is a person able to contribute in 
terms of innovative ideas. The number of contributors involved rather than their experience gives back 
the main aspect for the effectiveness of the initiative. The function of the contributors, in this case, is to 
support the initiator in the exploration of new innovative ideas and in a better understanding of the needs 
of their stakeholders. The crowd can also invest in entrepreneurial ideas and projects that had been 
initiated by entrepreneurs which turn to non-traditional financing methods, in order to obtain the 
necessary financial resources for implementing their ideas.  
This emerging approach to fundraising via the Internet had been defined “crowdfunding” (Belleflamme 
and Lambert, 2014) as it represents a novel mechanism to cope the resource constraints as well as to 
improve interorganizational relationships. As leading management scholars highlighted, since 
crowdfunding is based on digital platforms embedded in the current financial innovation (Moenninghoff 
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and Wieandt, 2013; Belleflamme and Lambert, 2014; Ahlers, Cumming, Guenther, Schweizer, 2015), it 
produces convergent innovation (Dubé et al., 2014).  It means that crowdfunding is an innovation likely 
to produce both economic and social (human) outcomes.  
Starting from this scenario, the main aim of this study is to contribute to the research in this field by 
investigating to which extent equity crowdfunding could enable firms to outsource research and 
development activities. Likewise, the present study aims at analyzing the relationship between desorptive 
capacity, as the ability to identify technology transfer opportunities and to transfer technology to the 
recipients (Dell’Anno, Del Giudice, 2015), and equity crowdfunding perfomance.  
As knowledge management theory suggests, digital platforms can increase the exchange of resources and 
the sharing of knowledge through desorption (DCAP) (Korbi, Chouki, 2017). For this reason, this 
dimension had been widely employed in the literature on open innovation (Nahapiet and Ghoshal, 1998; 
Mollick, 2013; Natalicchio et al., 2017). Starting from this theoretical background, this study develops a 
theoretical model aimed at analyzing and managing the effects of this strategic dimension of knowledge 
management on equity crowdfunding performance. More specifically, this research widens the previous 
literature on the effects of crowdfunding platforms basically in two ways (Mollick, 2014; Agrawal, 
Catalini, Goldfarb, 2011). Firstly, the current literature is mainly exploratory and adopts research methods 
like the case studies (Ordanini, Miceli, Pizzetti, 2011; Mollick, 2014;). In this regard, this study intends to 
pioneer into connecting the knowledge management theory with the crowdfunding studies. Secondly, 
this study contributes to the main literature on acquisitions of company shares, by identifying a 
relationship between minority equity acquisition and innovation. 
To test our theoretical arguments, we utilized data collected from a dataset of over 180 projects based 
on the top ten European equity crowdfunding platforms. The measure employed to select the 10 best 
platforms is the capital raised from their first campaign. 
This paper is organized as follows. We first provid a literature review of the current research on the links 
between the equity crowdfunding studies and the knowledge management theory. Then, we define the 
research design and the research hypotheses. Next, we presente and discuss an empirical test. Finally, we 
discuss the main findings and draw some implications for research and practice, limitations of the present 
study and conclusive remarks. 
  
  
2. Theoretical background 
 
2.1 Equity crowdfunding 
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Today Web 2.0 technologies are enabling companies to outsource their internal business activities by 
assigning them to individuals or to the crowd on the Internet (Howe, 2006; Edvardsson and Durst, 2014). 
These entrepreneurs can obtain financial resources from the crowd in various open social communities. 
This emerging approach of raising money via the Internet is called crowdfunding. A clear definition of 
the term has not yet been proposed. The best known description was elaborated by Hemer (2011). He 
defines crowdfunding as a mechanism for financial resources procurement through online platform. 
Schwienbacher (2014) offer a similar definition. 
In recent years, managerial research community has particularly analyzed crowdfunding from three main 
perspectives. First, some studies investigated the conditions that encourage entrepreneurs to adopt 
crowdfunding rather than other fundraising approaches (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; Belleflamme 
and Lambert, 2014). According to Schwienbacher and Larralde (2010),  entrepreneurs of these projects 
are well informed and skilled with Web 2.0 technologies. They are also willing to expand their skills sets. 
Secondly, some studies analyzed motivations of entrepreneurs and sponsors in crowdfunding 
(Belleflamme, Lambert, Schwienbacher, 2010; Gerber, Hui, Kuo, 2012). According to the authors, the 
main motivations to start crowdfunding projects are how to raise money, how to attract the public and 
how to get feedback from the crowd for the offered products and services. Thirdly, some scholars studied 
determinants of crowdfunding performance (Cordova, 2015). Furthermore, few studies analyzed the role 
of crowdfunding in the research transfer mechanisms (Gajda and Mason, 2013; Belleflamme & Lambert, 
2014;  Hornuf  and  Schwienbacher,  2014). 
From this categorization, we could identify four main types of crowdfunding: donation-based, reward-
based, lending, and equity, based on what investors receive for their contributions (Schwienbacher and 
Larralde, 2010; Giudici et al., 2012; Belleflamme and Lambert, 2014).  
In the present study, we just focused on equity crowdfunding as a model in which funders receive an 
interest in the form of equity or equity-like arrangements (Bradford, 2012). We believe that equity 
crowdfunding is the most relevant context for empirically understanding how to empower firms to 
outsource research and development activities (Edvardsson & Durst, 2014). In crowdfunding platforms, 
generally the risk of ongoing research is not completely transferred to the focal firm. In fact, the use of a 
third-party innovator like crowdfunding platforms ensures that the focal firm has no R&D structure to 
reassign or liquidate  in case of failure (Gajda and Mason, 2013; Belleflamme and Lambert, 2014;  Hornuf  
and  Schwienbacher,  2014). 
Moreover, according to Hagedoorn (2002; 2003), in recent years the weaker ties of contractual 
arrangements are more attractive than locking up assets in a joint venture. This change reflects greater 
complexity of scientific and technological development, greater uncertainty around R&D, increased costs 
of R&D projects and shorter innovation cycles that foster collaboration. This dynamic is considered 
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particularly strong in high-tech industries due to the importance of flexibility in the fastest-changing 
technology sectors.  
Despite of this, some barriers could affect effectiveness of knowledge transfer mediated by 
crowdfunding. As several scholars highlight,  R&D collaboration between firms is typically viewed as a 
pooling of competencies through a contract-based arrangement (such as licensing, joint development, etc.) 
or a pooling of resources through joint ownership and control of a special purpose structure (Hagendoorn, 
2012). From a competencies perspective, companies generally prefer to collaborate with people with 
demonstrable communication and collaboration skills (Kleyn, 2010). According to a capability-based 
view of open innovation processes, this means that connective capacity, known as the process stages of 
maintaining knowledge in interorganizational relationships and subsequently reactivating this knowledge, 
represent a strategic factor (Garud and Nayyar, 1994; Zollo and Winter, 2002; Chesbrough, 2003; Grant 
and Baden-Fuller, 2004; Argote et al., 2000; 2003; Khedhaouria and Jamal, 2015). Digitalism is a 
transversal gap; then, a decisive step in this direction can only begin to argue in the light of the ecosystem 
for firms, universities and institutions and civil society to join forces and travel united (Carayannis and 
Campbell, 2012; Aloini, Farina, Lazzarotti, Pellegrini, 2017).  
In order to better understanding the role of knowledge management in equity crowdfunding, this study 
analyzes the mediation role of minory equity acquisitions in enhancing licensing mechanism, investement 
risk decreas and formal collaboration improvement. As also Chesbrough highlighted (2002),
 
the objective 
of a corporate venture capital (CVC) can be either financial or strategic. The financial objective is to 
generate a return through an increase in the value of the equity investment.  
Hence, by focusing on equity crowdfunding, we shouldn’t consider a minority stake as an alternative to 
a full acquisition because focal firms has already determined that access to a technology or product and 
not internalization of the investee’s resources is their current goal.  
 
2.2 External Knowledge management perspective
 
External knowledge management is a multidimensional construct. Several researchers attempted to 
define its dimensions in many ways through an integrative perspective of firm boundaries (Santos and 
Eisenhardt, 2005; Jacobides and Billinger, 2006; Chesbrough, 2006; West, 2014; Shin, Han, Marhold, 
Kang, 2017). They considered exploration, retention and exploitation of knowledge inside and outside 
the organization's boundaries. These dynamics describe the "skills of knowledge" as a firm’s ability to 
manage different knowledge processes. To explore, retain and exploit external knowledge, three 
capacities of knowledge are needed: absorption, connectivity and desorption (Argote et al., 2000; Lane 
et al., 2006; Fosfuri, 2008; Mortara et al.,, 2011;  Cruz-González, López-Sáez, Navas-López, Delgado-
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Verde, 2014; Dell’Anno and Del Giudice, 2015; Ferraris, Santoro and Dezi, 2017). Despite of this, earlier 
open innovation research focused more on inbound processes (Mortara and Minshall, 2011, Edvardsson 
and Durst, 2014). 
This study aims at highlighting the gap whereby, despite the importance of external knowledge 
exploitation and retention for firms across different industries, it has remained underdeveloped (Shin et 
al. 2017).  
Considering main concerns about declining number of licenses, recently, the term desorptive capacity 
(DCAP) appeared more frequently in current discussions. Scholars considered it as a facilitator of 
knowledge transfer (Le Masson et al., 2012; Dell’Anno and Del Giudice, 2015). From this point of view, 
the declining number of licenses indicates a declining license effectiveness. The main reasons for 
explaining this negative trend are: a) Complexity in lincenses negotiation; b) Licenseability/commercial 
viability; c) Expertise in effectively “package” and “market” the type of deal that is needed for the 
innovation to be commercialized; d) New licensing models. 
These elements represent the fundamental base of connective capacity known as the firm’s ability to 
retain knowledge in interfirm relationship; it comprises elements of alliance and relational capability (Kale 
and Singh, 2007; Schreiner, Kale and Corsten, 2009; Schilke and Goerzen, 2010). 
Connective capacity is closeley related to absorpite capacity. Actually, the more a company has a certain 
knowledge in a particular field, the easier it is to manage interfirm relationships and to profit from external 
knowledge retention. Accordingly, connective capacity comprises the process stages of maintaining 
knowledge in interorganizational relationships and subsequently reactivating this knowledge (Garud and 
Nayyar, 1994; Grant and Baden-Fuller, 2004; Dell’Anno and Del Giudice, 2015). 
The lack of these capacities could better explain why companies perform more inbound than outbound 
activities (Chesbrough and Crowther, 2006). 
 
 
3.   Research design  
3.1 Desorptive capacity  
Companies are increasingly resorting to external knowledge exploitation, even though they often face 
considerable difficulties in external commercialization management (Lichtenthaler, 2009). 
In line with Lichtenthaler (2009), we considered external exploitation of knowledge based on 
commercialization of knowledge assets.  For a successful outward technology transfer, a sufficient ability 
to exploit externally knowledge, called desorptive capacity, is needed (Lichtenthaler, 2009).  
Starting from this scenario, we decided to focus our research just on the external knowledge exploitation 
and on retention capacities (Chirico and Salvato, 2008; Andreeva and Kianto, 2012).  
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According to recent research in external knowledge capacity (Papa et al., 2018), we belive that external 
knowledge exploitation could affect equity crowdfunding performance throughout technology 
orientation, connectivity capacity and partial equity ownership. Hence, we mainly hypotesize the 
following: 
Hp1: Desorptive capacities positively affect equity crowdfunding performance. 
The contest of our research is based on equity crowdfunding platforms.  
Through merging research into knowledge management and dynamic capabilities, we thus developed an 
integrative perspective focused on external knowledge retention and exploitation. We identified the 
following two ‘knowledge capacities’ as a firm’s strategic capabilities of externally managing knowledge 
in outbound open innovation processes: connective and desorptive capacity (Chesbrough and Crowther, 
2006; Le Masson et al., 2012).  
We considered crowdfunding performance as dependent variable. One dimension of external knowledge 
exploitation, desorptive capacity, is identified as antecedent factor. We used ICT capabilities, connectivity 
capacity and equity ownership as mediators into the developed model. Moreover, we included the goal 
of a crowdfunding project and the duration of the project as control variables (Fig. 1). 
 
---------FIGURE 1 AROUND HERE--------- 
 
 
3.2 Equity acquisition 
Since university research represents the basis of spinouts, these companies are required to negotiate a 
licensing agreement with the university's technology transfer office (TTO). While licensing, the TTO 
aims to retain some of the value of technology for the university. The economic terms of the license 
agreement generally includes royalty fee and equity stakes. Generally, equity can based on money or on 
the skills brought to the company (Castro Casal and Neira Fontela, 2007; Wang et al., 2017). For this 
reason, many universities are approaching equity crowdfunding platforms. Many crowdfunding platforms 
launched by USA Universities emerged and, recently, such initiatives started in Europe as well. Academic 
Crowdfunding has been proved as a useful tool to manage the lack of private funding sources as well as 
to support research transfer activities in their different forms (Benner and Sandstrom, 2000; wright et al., 
2006; Munari and Toschi, 2011; 2015; Edvardsson and Durst, 2014). Hence, similary to corporate venture 
capital (CVC), the objectives of equity crowdfunding investor can be either financial or strategic 
(Chesbrough, 2003; Wheat et al., 2013; Marlett, 2015).  
Investing in innovative companies through equity crowdfunding, companies obtain the position of 
shareholders and, consequently, the right to the division of profits. Furthermore, several studies showed 
that crowdfunding contributes to the exploration of knowledge (Belleflamme and Lambert, 2014; Hornuf 
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and Schwienbacher, 2014). Despite of this, no study has yet focused on the link between equity 
crowdfunding and expoitive capacity by investing companies. This means that the effect of minor equity 
acquisition on the desorptive capacity of the investing companies is still unknown. 
Thus, we hypothesize that: 
Hp2: Equity acquisition mediates the relationship between desorptive capacity and equity crowdfunding 
performance 
 
3.3 ICT capabilities 
ICT capabilities could affect crowdfunding performances (Cruz-González et al. 2014). For instance, 
crowdfunding emphasizes the digital divide (socio-economic and / or age-based) as crowdfunding 
primarily attracts a certain type of entrepreneur: Young and Social Network literate (Gelfond and Foti, 
2012; Aloini et al., 2017). 
For this reason, we would better understand the role of ICT firms capabilities, particurly analyzing if the 
additional barriers in licensing may be mitigated by ICTs (Mata et al., 1995; Ray et al., 2004; Del Giudice 
and Straub, 2011). 
Dynamic Capability Perspective (DCP) offers an analysis of ICTs where competitive advantage captures 
the ability to use ICT by allowing companies to adapt more quickly to external environment. This 
guarantees a Sustained Competitive Advantage (SCA) (Teece et al., 1998; 2007). Stressing the impact of 
ICT on competitive advantage, Pavlou and Sawy (2006) found that this relationship was mediated by 
organisational dynamic capability resources, such as coordination capacity, absorption capacity, collective 
orientation and market orientation. As a matter of fact, these organisational resources can be improved 
by digital options (Pavlou and Sawy, 2006) 
Even if the link between ICT and knowledge management is evident (Porter and Millar, 1998; Melville 
et al., 2004; 2007), few studies explore the required resources, capabilities and competences to enable 
ICT in organisational dynamic capabilities and firm competitiveness. 
However, through business processes and digital knowledge systems, digital options enable a company's 
infrastructure to initiate various and frequent competitive actions (Sambamurthy et al., 2003; Piccoli and 
Ives, 2005; Chi and Holsapple, 2005; Overby et al., 2006; Aloini et al., 2017). 
Thus, we hypothesize that: 
Hp3: ICT capabilities mediates the relationship between desorptive capacity and equity crowdfunding 
performance 
3.4 Connective capacity   
Crowdfunding has been assessed as a useful tool to connect entrepreneurs, researchers and potential 
lenders who can provide financial capital (Wheat et al., 2013; Marlett, 2015). It has also been highlighted 
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that these intermediation platforms act as marketplaces that can also reduce the weight of geographical 
proximity in the innovation process (Agrawal et al., 2011). 
Despite the advantages, adopting open innovation throughout crowdfunding platforms is a challenging 
process (Chesbrough et al., 2006). Collaborating with a number of partners is more complex because of 
increased coordination and control efforts. Several  studies demonstrated that many firms do not feel 
comfortable in some ‘open’ scenarios in which the return especially depends on the partnering actors. As 
a matter of fact, networks of innovating partners bring with them significant strategic and organizational 
challenges, about which there is little prior knowledge (Surowiecki, 2005; Vanhaverbeke et al., 2006; 2008; 
Tapscott and Williams, 2007; Korbi and Chouki, 2017). 
According to the leading knowledge management literature, the competence needed to connect and stay 
connected with partners has been generally introduced as connective capacity. Lichtenthaler (2009) 
described connective capacity as the firm's ability to maintain knowledge in inter-firm relationships. This 
enables firms’ collaborations and knowledge transfer (Korbi and Chouki, 2017; Randhawa et al., 2017). 
In digital platforms, the ability of maintaining knowledge in interorganizational relationships and 
subsequently reactivating this knowledge is a critical factor (Garud and Nayyar, 1994; Grant and Baden-
Fuller, 2004; Pandza and Holt, 2007; Aloini et al. , 2017). Combining external retention and external 
expoitation firms could improve information transfer from informal networks, R&D collaboration, and 
technology acquisition (Shin et al., 2017)).  
Thus, we hypothesize that: 
Hp4: Connective capacity mediates the relationship between desorptive capacity and equity 
crowdfunding performance 
  
 
4.   Methods and materials 
Starting from the previously analyzed theoretical framework, this study involves the elaboration of a 
conceptual model to conduct the empirical research following two main steps. First, the literature review 
led us to identify the variables and the measures and then to develop the questionnaire. Second, we tested 
the model and hypotheses through SPSS Statistics 24.0 software. We employed a regression model, 
considered as a suitable method in innovation management studies (Kutner, Nachtsheim and Neter, 
2004). 
To ensure the generalization of results, we based our research on a survey methodology, considered 
useful for improving (Dooley, 2001). According to the relevant literature about validity measurements, 
all variables were developed using multi-item scales (Bergkvist and Rossiter, 2007; 2009). 
The questions were based on the funnelling technique (Oppenheim, 1992) asking to respondents to 
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evaluate several statements with a seven-point likert scale (Likert, 1932; Munshi, 2014).  In order to avoid 
the risk of rationalizing the answers of the respondents, the single questions have been separated.  
Furthermore, we separated dependent and independent variables within the questionnaire to reduce 
potential common method variance (Podsakoff et al., 2012). 
 
4.1   Data Collection 
We collected data from a dataset of 250 projects based on the top ten european equity crowdfunding 
platforms by capital raised since their founding: Crowdcube (United Kingdom), FundedByMe (Sweden), 
Companisto (Germany), Invesdor (Finland), Seedmatch (Germany), Seeders (United Kingdom), 
Funderbeam (Estonia), MyMicroInvest (Belgium), WiSEED (France), Startupxplore (Spain). 
We firstly analyzed Terms of Use Agreement of these ten platform specifically focusing on Intellectual 
Property Rights section. We found that they include the right to grant supplemental licenses to investors. 
Then, we selected projects including supplemental licenses rights. Moreover, in order to satisfy theoretical 
sampling conditions (Shadish et al., 2002), we considered just projects launched after the successful 
campaign is terminated, in order to determine the notion of “successful innovation”. 
The survey was administired to the founder entrepreneurs with equity position in selected projects. 
Specifically, we collected data from firms’ investors.  
A questionnaire, composed of 5 sections and 55 questions based on existing validated constructs was 
sent to 250 firms. In order to involve companies, an e-mail was sent them containing the questionnaire 
and an explanation of study’s purpose. In total 180 firms expressed the interest in joining the study. 
Hence, the final sample size includes 180 cases for analysis. This satisfy sample size requirements in 
mediation models (Wolf et al. , 2013; Sideridis et al. , 2014; Muthén and Muthén, 2002). 
 
 
4.2 Measures 
All variables were measured using existing validated constructs. Since the items were placed on a seven-
point Likert scale, a higher score on each scale mean a greater consonance with the question (Likert, 
1932; Jamal, 2014). Variable measures were employed as follows. 
 
Desorptive capacity. This capacity happens under two separate processes: first, in identifying technology 
transfer opportunities, and second, in transferring knowledge and facilitate the technology’s application 
at the recipient (Lichtenthaler, 2009). Since desorptive capacity refers to what is necessary for external 
exploitation, it has been usually measured through the number of licenses (Blau, 2006; Kirschbaum, 
2005). Accordingly, in order to capture the complete process of external knowledge expoitation as a 
 12 
dynamic capability, we utilized the scale by Blau (2006). The scale demonstrated acceptable reliability: 
Cronbach’s a= 0.74. 
Equity acquisition. We considered managers’ subjective assessments origining in the management literature 
as an operationalisation of a multidimensional performance construct (Mahoney, 1967). Managers’ 
subjective assessment allows us to capture the complex view of performance taking into account differing 
management objectives (Brouthers et al., 1998). We chose it because this is applicable across all types of 
acquisitions. Since managers’ perceptions define their reality and influence their behaviour and attitudes 
(Krug and Hegarty, 2001), they can be used where objective measures are not available (Dess and 
Robinson, 1984). The questionnaire we employed based on measures Schoenberg (2006) adapted from 
Datta and Puia (1995). It comprised nine performance parameters: return on investment; return on sales; 
asset utilisation; earnings per share; share price; cash flow; tax efficiency; growth in sales revenues; 
purchase of undervalued assets. According to Schoenberg (2006), respondents of this study were asked 
to evaluate the importance of each performance criterion at the time of acquisition as well as the gap 
between acquisition’s performance and their previous expectations. Hence, we obtained a “weighted 
performance” for each criterion. The scale showed high reliability (Cronbach’s a=0.85). In a separate 
question, respondents also provided their “overall” rating of the acquisition’s performance. This score 
showed high consistency with their “overall” performance rating (r=0.91; p<0.001). 
ICT capabilites. To measure this we considered digitised enterprise work processes and knowledge systems 
which allow to launch competitive actions (Sambamurthy  et  al.,  2003).  Following Tippins and Sohi 
(2003) we defined ICT capabilities as the way firms use technologies to effectively manage their 
information. We considered three different dimensions: IT knowledge, IT operations and IT 
infrastructure. These dimensions represent the organization's capacity to effectively manage the exchange 
of information with the competitive environment (Tippins and Sohi, 2003). 
The ICT capabilities scale was adapted from Tippins and Sohi’s (2003) and includes 11 items. Items about 
the firm’s  knowledge,  skills  and  experience  in  the  use  of  IT  measure  the  IT knowledge. For the 
IT operations and IT infrastructure dimensions, the items measure the use of collaboration technologies, 
as well as the tools and systems available in the firm to acquire and store information that are useful 
indicators in the decision-making.  Cronbach’s afor this scale was equal 0.71, thus expressing a high value 
of reliability. 
 
Connective capacity. It was measured considering the ability of firms to retain knowledge within themselves. 
Three indicators were employed to measure it: estimation of the extent to which R&D collaborations 
with various partners (e.g. suppliers or competitors) contribute to product innovation and its total effect; 
the expenditure for external R&D activities, rescaled to six levels; and finally, the number of patent cross 
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licensing. The scale demonstrated acceptable reliability: Cronbach’s a= 0.71 for partners’ contribution to 
product innovation, Cronbach’s a= 0.74 for the expenditure for external R&D activities. 
Equity crowdfunding performance. It was captured through a multi-faceted four item subjective scale of Driv, 
Segev and Shenhar (1993) covering financial objectives, performance relative to customers, sales 
objectives and success in capturing new opportunities. Cronbach’s a for this scale was equal 0.71, thus 
expressing acceptable value of reliability 
 
Control variables. We also collected data for two controls with the specific aim to exclude the influence of 
two extraneous variables. Crowdfunding goal was measured through the total amount of money that an 
entrepreneur aimed to raise for a particular project. Moreover, the study analyzed the Crowdfunding 
duration measured through the number of days from the start to the end of a project (Bao and Huang, 
2017).  
Model fit. All analyzed constructs reported acceptable Cronbach’s a. A confirmatory factorial analysis 
through SEM was conducted in order to examinated the model fit indices: CMIN (chi-square value)/DF 
degrees of freedom= 1.82; CFI (Comparative Fit Index) = 0.76; RMSEA (Root Mean squared)=0.05. 
Since obtained degrees of freedom ratios range between 2 and 1, results suggest an acceptable fit between 
the hypothetical model and the sample data (Carmines & McIver, 1981; Byrne, 1989). 
 
 
Common method bias. As recent studies suggested, we tested for common method variance (CMV) through 
multiple tests (Podsakoff et al., 2012). We stressed the potential problem of common method bias, which 
describes the measurement error that is compounded by the sociability of respondents who want to 
provide positive answers (Chang et al., 2010). Since this paper studies collected data on both the 
independent and dependent variables from the same respondents at one point in time, common method 
variance as false internal consistency might be present in the data. Since no single factor emerged as 
dominant during exploratory factor analysis, common method bias was not a major concern. 
  
5.   Findings 
As shown in Table 1, variables were log-transformed for data analysis. While model 1 includes just two 
control variables, model 2 also considers desorptive capacity dimension. Since the variance inflation 
factor (VIF) is less than 2, a low correlation of independent variable with independent variables was 
found.  This means that there is no evidence of collinearity problems (Freund and Littell, 2000; Salmerón 
Gómez et al.,  2016). This result confirms the significant effect of the desorptive capacity and 
crowdfunding performance (b = 0.08, p < 0.001). Therefore, H1 was supported.  
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--------- TABLE 1 AROUND HERE ---------- 
 
 
According to Cohen (1983), descriptive statistics and correlation analysis were conducted to highlight 
potential relationships between variables (Table 2). Since none of the correlation shows more than 
acceptable limit of 0.5, multicollinearity was not a concern. Moreover, complete correlation between 
variables was found. Therefore, we carried out mediation analysis in order to assess to what extent third 
variables affect the relation between independent and dependent variables (MacKinnon, 1999; 2000; 
Donaldson, 2001; Kraemer et al. 2002). We followed the causal steps approach outlined in the work of 
Kenny, Kashy, and Bolger (1998) in order to test the three mediations.  We firstly tested the relationship 
between the independent variable (DCAP) and the mediating variables Equity ownership, ICT 
capabilities, Connective capacities and Equity crowdfunding performance (Andersom, Covin and Slevin, 
2009).  
 
--------- TABLE 2 AROUND HERE ---------- 
 
As  results of the regression analysis shown (Table 3) a positive significant relationship between DCAP 
and the mediators exists (models 3, 4 and 6). Therefore, we proceeded to the next step in which the direct 
relationship between DCAP and equity crowdfunding performance was tested. Results are presented in 
Table 4, model 10 and 11. The results show a positive significant mediation. In fact, the mediators 
reported a a larger standardized coefficient than independent variable DCAP. Furthermore, the non-
significance of the independent variable DCAP denotes full mediation. Thus, three of the four proposed 
hypotheses were accepted. This means that both the minor equity acquisition and the connective capacity 
are predictors of the equity crowdfunding performance. 
 
--------- TABLE 3 AROUND HERE ---------- 
 
6.   Discussion 
Findings confirmed that desorptive capacity enables companies in developing external knowledge 
retention and expoitation, which in turn enhance equity crowdfunding performance. 
After examined the main constructs through the most recent managerial literature review, this study 
explored the mediating mechanism in the relationship between DCAP and equity crowdfunding 
performance. Consistently with the theoretical background, this study confirms that DCAP, through its 
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connection with minor equity ownership and external knowledge retention, is likely to improve 
crowdfunding performance. 
Implication for theory. Combining the literature of crowdfunding with the knowledge management 
one, this study indicates that the desorptive capacity is a significant antecedent of equity crowdfunding 
performance (Hp 1). This finding confirms previous studies. Infact, through desorpive capacity one 
business could achieve major monetary and strategic benefits from transferring technology, including 
significant licensing revenues and learning effects (Chesbrough, 2006; Lichtenthaler, 2009). Through 
licensing, firms not only gains economic benefits but also non-monetary strategic advantages, such as 
access to external knowledge (Arora et al., 2001). Hence, we could consider our findings consistent with 
empirical studies about OI adoption modalities (Penin, 2011).  
From this perspective, the rapid growth of the equity crowdfunding model is opening new opportunities.  
Specifically, our results reveal that retaining equity leads to the provision of details about risk, reducing 
asymmetric information. Furthermore, equity ownership can be interpreted as commitment and 
engagement signal. These two factors can positively influence the success of both funding and knowledge 
transfer processes. (Hp 2). Hence, according to Chesbrough (2006), we should consider equity 
crowdfunding investment as “enabling mechanism”. This means that successful investment enables a 
company’s own businesses to benefit without any operational link between innovators and the company 
(Chesbrough, 2006). Our results clearly show that under a regime of weak intellectual property protection 
(IPP), it is less likely to create an investment relationship between entrepreneurs and holdings. On the 
contrary, under a strong IPP regime, the chances of an investment relationship increase.  Finally, our 
findings suggest that intellectual property rights can facilitate the knowledge and technology transfer. 
This confirms the leading literature on competitive advantage and knowledge outsourcing (Hagedoorn, 
2002; 2003). 
As several leading scholars highlighted, ICT capabilities could facilitate the process of knowledge transfer. 
Exploiting external knowledge through digital ecosystems, could facilitate the acquisition and 
management of knowledge (Del Giudice and Straub, 2011). This lead us to conclude that ICTs provide 
firms with a Sustained Competitive Advantage (SCA) (Teece et al., 1997; Pavlou and Sawy, 2006). 
However, findings did not support the mediation role (Hp3). This result can be explained by inferring a 
possible inverse causality of the relationship. Moreover, other contingent factors could arise. For 
example, the level of innovation of a country can affect the average level of digital literacy of citizens and 
businesses, especially in the case of small and medium-sized enterprises. Starting from this perspective, 
new digital platforms are basing their business on integrated knowledge-based value chain models. They 
offer to their customers a wide range of services: matching with new ventures, IP protection and 
commercializzation, financing and learning.  
The fourth hypotesis of our study argues that firms engaged in equity crowdfunding platforms stand to 
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benefit when they utilize their desorptive capacity to facilitate the improvement of connective capacity, 
wich in turn helps firm to retain knowledge within themselves (Hp4). This means that external 
exploitation could affect firms R&D collaborations with various partners (e.g. suppliers or competitors), 
investment in external R&D activities and finally, the number of patent cross licensing. Equity 
crowdfunding websites provide the technical platforms for exchanging funds, voting rights, comments, 
and private messages. According to Schwienbacher and Larralde (2010), donation model provides passive 
investments with limited interactions and low commitment. Otherwise, active investments allow 
crowdfunding sponsors not only to invest but also to constantly interact with the entrepreneurs, through 
services and products feedback too (Schwienbacher and Larralde, 2010; Lehner and Kaniskas, 2012). 
Mangerial implications. Our research highlights that while enterprises with less financial resources 
would prefer to invest on innovative projects, in order to access to strategic knowledge, on the contrary 
the equity crowdfunding is the most right choice for them. In fact, it allows to obtain both financial and 
strategic advantages with modest financial efforts, quite high rendiment and limited risk of failure. This 
means that crowdfunding platforms help firms to deal with main knowledge transfer problems and 
support the management of solutions.       
After identifying opportunities for exploiting external knowledge on the basis of the above-mentioned 
monetary and strategic reasons (Chesbourgh, 2003),  firms have to transfer knowledge to the recipient. 
The relevance of desorption capacity is closely related to the ability of the company to exploit external 
knowledge, which is complementary to internal knowledge application in a firm’s own product range 
(Lichtenthaler, 2009). 
Through the licensing activity, firms could obtain economic benefits, but also non-monetary strategic 
advantages. The main advantages include access to external knowledge, the possibility of using industry 
standards and operating on cross-licensing agreements with others companies (Grindley and Teece, 1997; 
Arora et al., 2001; Cruz-González et al., 2014). However, the ability to maximize revenues of innovations 
is closely related to the appropriability conditions that depend on the availability and effectiveness of the 
formal and informal systems of protection from imitation. When the level of appropriability is low, like 
it happens in absence of patents, investments in external exploitation are to be preferred to investments 
in external exploration. The explanation for this may be that the results of investments in external 
exploitation (e.g. new products) could be more easily protected by available informal means. As Lavie et 
al. (2010, p. 120) write, “Under such conditions [of a weak appropriability regime], the value of 
exploration is diminished so that organizations may withhold their investment in exploration and focus 
on exploitation”. 
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Our findings also reveal that within innovation process, especially when the type of technological 
knowledge is based on multiple sources of knowledge (universities, research laboratories, companies), 
proximity based on digital platforms plays a critical role. This is also because the tacit nature of knowledge 
can inhibit the use of tools to transfer knowledge. At the same time, this means that face-to-face 
interaction allows potential applications of knowledge exchange.  
This is the reason why it is reasonable to associate digital platforms with innovation ecosystems rather 
than with technological systems (Russell et al. 2016; Randhawa et al., 2017). 
 
Limitation and future research. The results of this study highlight some limitations that should be 
taken into consideration. Firstly, since objective data are hardly available, data from this study have been 
collected from a single respondent and measured subjectively. This can generally generate common bias. 
Moreover, the subjective evaluation of managers can be subject to managerial prejudices (Bowman and 
Ambrosini, 1997). Moreover, results can be influenced by the interviewees' familiarity with the original 
objectives of the acquisition (Datta, 1991). To this aim, several rigorous tests to avoid common method 
error were conducted. 
Secondly, longitudinal replication of this study is needed in order to obtain more robust findings (Ployhart 
et al., 2010). 
The current research, therefore, offers several insights for further research in the areas of innovation 
management. First of all, it is not clear why some firms are able to reach a greater number of licensee 
contracts than others (Arora et al., 2001). Moreover, further analysis is needed to differentiate to what 
extent knowledge should be protected (Luoma et al., 2010). 
Finally, it is necessary to further analyze the relationship between company size and external exploitation 
capacity. According to van de Vrande et al. (2006) open innovation practices are more accessible for 
larger companies than for smaller ones, as the former have more formalized R&D and innovation 
procedures. As also Lavie et al. (2010, p.120) highlighted, “conflicting findings exist concerning the 
impact of organizational size on the tendency to explore versus exploit”. More specifically, as size 
increases, firms tend to become less flexible and less adaptable to change, limiting knowledge exploration 
opportunities. On the other hand, larger organizations may have easier access to internal and external 
knowledge resources. 
 
7.   Conclusive remarks 
 
Our findings reveal that crowdfunding contributes to the external exploration and retention of 
knowledge (Belleflamme and Lambert, 2014; Hornuf and Schwienbacher, 2014). This means that 
business could achieve major monetary and strategic benefits from transferring technology, including 
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significant licensing revenues and learning effects (McConnachie, 1997; Patrick, 1999; Chesbrough, 2006; 
Lichtenthaler, 2009; Chou and Passerini, 2009). Intellectual property rights management can facilitate 
knowledge transfer (Chi and Holsapple, 2005; Chou and Passerini, 2009; Korbi and Chouki, 2017; 
Simeone, Secundo and Schiuma, 2017). Specifically, partial participation of actions (PEO) can play a 
strategic role.  More specifically, when the focal firm takes a minority equity stake in the innovator (the 
investee), the relationship is impacted in two main ways: a) Information Flow, helping investors to obtain 
information concerning the investee; b) Control Over Decisions by the investee (Palmer, 2001; Castro et 
al., 2007; Hummel, Amiryany, 2015). These two factors affect the quality of the relationship with the 
investee by better aligning the partners’ financial interests as well as discouraging opportunistic behaviors. 
Moreover, the equity participation creates another point of contact between the two firms, increasing 
communication channels (Doz, 1998; Jaeyoung, 2014). 
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Table 1 Regression model 
Model  Variable     
  
   B SE 
1 Goal - 0.04*** 0.01 
 Duration - 0.06ns  0.05 
2 Goal - 0.07*** 0.01 
 Duration - 0.05ns  0.05 
  Desorptive capacity - 0.08*** 0.02 
**  p < 0.01. *** p < 0.001. Ns Not significant    
     
 
 
 
Table 2 Descrriptive Analysis and Correlation 
 
	   Construct Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 
1 Goal 2.49 0.74 1           
2 Duration 2.13 1.04 0.22** 1         
3 Desorptive capacity 5.53 0.52 - 0.08 0.36** 1       
4 Equity acquisition 5.49 0.63 0.14* 0.12* 0.23** 1     
5 ICT capabilities 5.05 1.21 0.04 0.11 0.17** 0.28** 1   
6 Connective capacity 5.58 0.83 0.11 0.11 0.15* 0.35** 0.34** 1 
7 Crowdfunding 
performance 
4.89 0.86 0.35** 0.05 - 0.15* 0.12* 0.17** 0.34** 
   
*  p < .05; **  p < 01.***; p < 01; SD-Standard deviation 
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Table 3 Regression Analysis 
  Equity acquisition ICT capabilities Connective capacity 
Variable Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6 
Controls           
Goal 0.08 0.02 0.06 - 0.008 - 0.002 - 0.04 
Duration 0.22** 0.12 0.14 0.10 0.17** 0.18** 
Predictor variable             
Desorptive capacity    0.18**  0.36***   0.13 ≠ 
Model R2 0.07 0.03 0.10 0.13 0.04 0.05 
Adj R2 0.05 0.04 0.08 0.11 0.03 0.02 
F 5.15 2.28 5.80 5.89 2.25 2.73 
***  p < .001;  ** p < 01. * p < 05,  ≠p < .1 
 
 
 
Table 4 Regression Analysis 
Dependent Variable equity crowdfunding firm performance 
 
Variable Model 7 Model 8 Model 9 Model 10 Model 11 
Controls         
Goal 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01 0.01 
Duration 0.32*** 0.29*** 0.29*** 0.30*** 0.29*** 
Predictor variable           
Desorptive capacity   0.10 0.07 0.09 0.07 
Equity acquisition          0.20**    
Ict capacity       0.10   
Connective capacity         0.30*** 
Model R2 0.11 0.10 0.15 0.13 0.21 
Adj R2 0.08 0.08 0.14 0.11 0.19 
F 7.82 6.80 7.28 6.90 10.84 
***  p < .001;  ** p < 01. * p < 05 
 
 
 
 
